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Data for all reporting banks in United States.
Statistical Abstract of the Unitcd States, 1933, p. 242, table 252.

Mr. WITTE. I want to call attention in there, Senator, to table 13,
which illustrates a very important point in connection with this old-
age problem, that the number of the aged has been increasing rapidly
and will continue to increase very rapidly in the years that are ahead
of us.

For instance, in 1860, 2.7 percent of the population of the country
were 65 years of age and over. Since then each census has shown a
larger percentage of the poeple of this country in the older age groups.
In 1920 it was 4.7 percent; in 1930, 5.4 percent. Population statis-
ticians forecast that that percentage will increase to 6.3 percent in
1940, and will continue to increase until by 1980 you will have 11.3
percent of the population over 65, and by the year 2,000, 12.7 percent.
At the present time there are 7,000,000 people over 65; by 1960,
13,500,000; by the year 1980, 17,000,000; by the year 2,000, 19,000,000

Senator GORE. Nineteen million over what age?
Mr. WITTE. Over 65.
Senator CONNALLY. Is that based upon the theory that our other

population will also increase, or is it based on longevity?
Mr. WITTE. This is a result of the fact that we are approaching

what, in terms of the statisticians, is called a "stable population."
Senator GORE. Where the births and deaths will nearly balance?
Mr. WITTE. All this is based on the assumption that there will be

no improvement in longevity; that the present mortality rates will
continue. If there is an improvement in mortality rates, the number
of the aged will probably be greater, and the percentage will be greater.

Here are some facts which I think will illustrate that, while the
estimates of the statisticians may not be exactly correct, they are
probably on the right trail. In 1930, the census disclosed fewer
children under 5 years of age than there were in 1920. We are
rapidly approaching the same sort of a condition that the European
countries have reached, the distribution of population as between
the younger and the older age groups forecast for this country in 30
years is the distribution of the population in England today; it is the
population distribution in France, and in nearly all other western
European countries. They have reached earlier than we have this
condition of stable population.

We know how many people there are now, let us say, between 20
and 30. Applying the usual mortality tables, we know that 30
years or 40 years from now, when those people will be between 60
and 70, there will be more than twice the number of people between
60 and 70 than are now between 60 and 70. This is due to the chang-
ing age composition of our people. Our birth rates have declined,.
and on the other hand the length of life, the average length of life,
has been increasing. Without any further improvement in the mor-

TABLE 20.-General economic statistics-Continued

SAVINGS ESTIMATES

25. Annual savings through life insurance 	 1933-- $2,950,465.899 ,

New premium payments	 234,954,196
Renewal premium payments	
Spectator Co., Year-Book-Life Insurance, 1934.

2, 715, 511. 703

26. Savings and other time deposits	 1929-- 23,218,000,000
1932._ 24,281,000,000
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tality rates, we can expect and must look forward to a time which is
not very distant-a period distant no longer than 20 or 30 years-
when we will have nearly twice as many people in these older age
groups than we have now.

Senator GORE. The cost and burden of this old-age pension will
be a constantly increasing factor?

Mr. WITTE. The cost of old-age pensions will be higher with the
years, and whether you enact a pension law or not, there will be a
cost of supporting the aged, because the aged of any generation have
to be supported by the other people of that generation except insofar
as the aged have made provisions for their own support. To the
extent that the aged have not made provisions for their own support,
whether any pension legislation is enacted or not, there will be a cost
on future generations which will be much greater than the present
cost of supporting the aged.

Senator GORE. It will be shifted from the children to the taxpayers
under this legislation?

Senator COSTIGAN. Has the experience of other countries, such as
Germany, confirmed what you are now saying about the increasing
cost of old-age pensions?

Mr. WITTE. Yes, sir. These countries have undergone in the
years that have passed, the same thing that faces this country in the
next 20 or 30 years-an increasing number of the aged.

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask you-I am just curious to know-how
many people there are, say, of 80 years. Are we to expect that people
are going to live longer over a certain period?

Mr. WITTE. No; this does not assume that they will live any
longer. This assumes no improvement in longevity. This assumes
the present mortality rates.

Senator CONNALLY. It does assume that the proportion of old
people will increase out of proportion to the increase in the population.

Mr. WITTE. That is due to the fact that the number of young
people is no longer increasing.

Senator CONNALLY. That situation cannot go on forever.
Senator GORE. I can see how that would affect the percentage, but

I do not see how it would affect the total
Mr. WITTE. We know now there are so many more people in the

age groups between 30 and 40, let us say, than there were in the age
group of 30 to 40 thirty years ago. The people that are now between
60 and 70 thirty years ago were 30 to 40. We know now how many
people we have in this age group of 30 to 40 who in 30 years will be
60 to 70; and that is twice as many as are now in the 60 to 70 age
group.

Senator CONNALLY. If they will all live.
Mr. WITTE. With the same mortality rates we now have, there

will be twice as many in this group as now.
That is an important point that must be considered in connection

with this problem, that no matter what is clone there will be an in-
creasing number of aged, and there is bound to be an increasing cost
for the support of the aged.

Also I would like to call attention to this further fact, that the cost
of supporting the aged, is necessarily very great. That results from
the fact that old age is a long period of time. The present experience
tables indicate that a man who reaches the age of 65 on the average
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has an expectancy of 11 to 12 years. He can look ahead, if he has
average life, to 11 to 12 years more. Women can look ahead to 15
years; that is the average expectancy for a woman who reaches the
age of 65. Eleven to 12 years or 15 years is a long period of time for
people who do not have any means.

To provide an income of $25 a month-the very low income of $25
a month-to a person after the age of 65, taking interest at 3 percent,
he must have laid aside $3,300 by the time he reaches the age of 65,
to give him an income of $25 a month for the balance of his life-the
11 or 12 years that the average man has ahead of him-and a woman
will have to have laid aside $3,600. It is a large sum.

Senator CONNALLY. Have the processes by which man's life has
been extended made any improvement in his capacity for work after
he reaches 65 or any other age?

Mr. WITTE. I think that the end, Senator, of the working period
of life is a little longer than it was in earlier generations, but there are
also countervailing tendencies, as you well know, the tendency in
certain lines of work to refuse to employ people who are past middle
age; but, unquestionably, a person at the present time-the average
worker-has a somewhat longer period of working life than he had
in 1860.

Senator CONNALLY. It may be that we are working to no real
purpose just to extend life if it is to be useless, unless it is to make
some valuable contribution to society. What is the value of simply
extending it in order to complicate our problems?

Mr. WITTE. That is of course a question of the value of life, and
I think you cannot measure it-1 am sure you have not that thought-
simply in terms of dollars and cents and production.

Senator GORE. This will facilitate the distribution of wealth.
Mr. WITTE. Coming down to this question of how many of the

aged are dependent; or did you have another question, Senator?
Senator CONNALLY. No; go right ahead.
Mr. WITTE. Coming to this question of the number of the aged

who are dependent: In our report there is a statement which some
newspapers completely misinterpreted because they did not look at
the very next sentence. The sentence is that conservatively one-half
of the people now over 65 need support, are dependent on someone
else for support. That does not mean that they are dependent on the
public. As we state in our report, the largest number of people who
are dependent are supported by their children, and under this legis-
lation they will continue to be supported by their children and should
be so supported. The ones who are dependent upon the public for
support are a much smaller number.

At this point permit me to give you the approximate number of the
aged who are now in receipt of some sort of pension and the number
of the aged who are in receipt of public relief. Some of the pensions
are earned pensions, in the sense that they are built up by contribu-
tions, and some of them not.

There are about 100,000 old people in public almshouses at the
present time. Most of those people need not only financial help, most
of them also need physical care. There is a somewhat larger number
than that in private homes for the aged. Many of these old people in
the private homes for the aged are paying their own way or their
children are paying their way. Some are charity cases.
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There are about 140,000 pensioners under industrial pension plans
in this country. Industrial pension plans cover at the present time
something like four or five million workers-plans that companies
have voluntarily set up-some of which are contributory and some of
which are non-contributory. There are about 15,000 pensioners under
trade-union plans.

Senator GORE. Fifteen thousand?
Mr. WITTE. Fifteen thousand. About 45,000 people pensioned

under the United States Employees Retirement Act, perhaps 5,000
under State retirement acts, 25,000 under teachers' pension laws, and
probably an equal number under policemen and firemen pension
systems that exist in municipalities.

Of course, a much larger number of people than these age groups-
no definite figures-who are in receipt of veterans' pensions.

Senator HASTINGS. Isn't that police group much larger than
25,000?

Mr. WITTE. Actual pensions?
Senator HASTINGS. That are taken care of.
Mr. WITTE. I am citing the figures of those that are actually on

pensions. This is not an attempt to state how many people are
included within these systems, but this is the number of the pen-
sioners. This is an account of the old people.

There are at the present time under State old-age pension laws,
general State old-age pension laws in operation in 28 States. In
October of last year, there were 180,000 pensioners under State old-
age pension laws.

The number on relief lists is not absolutely known, but based on
samples throughout the country, the estimate is arrived at that there
are approximately 700,000 people over 65 years of age on relief lists,
toward which the Federal Government makes a contribution. In
some parts of the country there are a considerable number of the
aged who are provided for on local relief without receiving any
Federal assistance. That is generally the situation in New England,
for instance. In New England most of the old people that are on
relief are not on Federal emergency relief, and there are certain other
places in the country where the same situation exists. Most of the
old people that are on relief are included among those 700,000, but
there is an indefinite number beyond that, but probably not in excess
of 100,000 or 150,000.

Senator GORE. Have you figured out at all the cost of carrying
those 700,000 on relief rolls?

Mr. WITTE. It is difficult to figure it. The average family receives
$23 a month on direct cash relief.

Senator GORE. That is the family?
Mr. WITTE. That is the family, and generally for these old people

it means that the grandfather or the grandmother is being taken care
of as a member of the family group, although in some cases it means
an old couple is itself a family group. As a member of the family
group, with an average of $23 per family, the actual allowances are
probably not in excess of $5 additional for the grandfather or the
grandmother per month.

Senator GORE. Five dollars a month. This proposes to make it
$30 as against $23 for the entire family.

116807-35-5
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Mr. WITTE. Under relief.
Senator CONNALLY. A moment ago you said there were a definite

number of old people now being supported by children, and that they
would be continued to be so supported. Is it not a fact and do you
not think if we adopt a plan like this, that a great many of those that
are now being supported, or similar cases, by the children, will be
supported on this roll? That they will be anxious to get them on this
roll?

Mr. WITTE. This bill provides that they shall be given support if
they have no other means of support. I think that is true, Senator,
that in the course of time there might be a tendency toward the
increase of some weakening of the willingness of children to support
their parents. And this is not merely a matter of willingness. I
want to call attention to the terrific havoc that has been created by
the present depression. Not only have old people's savings been
wiped out, but also in many cases the savings of people who are well
along in years. Many of those people have lost their jobs. It is
very doubtful whether they can in the remaining years of their life
make an adequate provision for old age.

Senator GORE. In not only old age but youth and middle age as
well.

Mr. WITTE. Youth has, we hope, a longer period ahead to build in.
A man who is now 50, who has been completely wiped out and who
has lost his job, unless conditions improve very materially, will have a
hard time to make enough of a provision to take care of himself.
This affects also the children, Senator.

Senator GORE. On that point, what about superimposing upon
them the burden proposed in this legislation? It is a pitiful situation.
People have a hard time to feed themselves, and industry is prostrate,
organized industry and individual industry, and' everybody else, and
if you are going to pass on to the people that are already prostrate this
additional burden, I was wondering whether it would speed general
recovery or not.

Senator HASTINGS. Before you leave this particular point, if you
do not mind my interrupting you, because I am anxious to find out
as nearly as we can, this number. The statement that you say has
been misconstrued by the newspapers in the report, I suppose, is this
statement which I quote:

At this time a conservative estimate is that at least one-half of the approxi-
mately seven and a half million people over 65 years now living are dependent

And the next paragraph:
Children, friends, and relatives have borne and still carry the major part of

the cost of supporting the aged. Several of the State surveys have disclosed
that from 30 to 50 percent of the people over 65 years of age were being supported
in this way.

That is from the report. If you take that 30 to 50 percent and
figure it at 40 percent of 3,750,000, you will have 1,500,000 of this
aged group that are being taken care of by the children.

Mr. WITTE. May I interrupt, Senator? Excuse me.
Senator HASTINGS. Certainly.
Mr. WITTE. That 30 or 50 percent relates to the total number of

the aged, not to those that are dependent; it includes those that are
supported by their children.
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Senator HASTINGS. You state here that a conservative estimate is
that at least one-half of the approximately seven and a half million
people over 65 years of age now living are dependent. And you
state, "children, friends, and relatives have borne and still carry the
major part of the cost of supporting the aged." Does that half refer
to those that are being supported by the children, or doesn't it?

Mr. WITTE. Yes, it includes those who are being supported by their
children.

Senator HASTINGS. What are we to understand is the situation?
Do I take 40 percent of the 7;2 million, or 3 million, and deduct that
from the 3;2 million and leaving only one-half million?

Mr. WITTE. Yes, that is roughly the way you do it if you use those
figures only, but we also quoted in the report the figure that approxi-
mately 700,000 aged over 65 are on Federal emergency relief lists at
the present time, also that there are a considerable number of people
on local relief lists that are not counted in that 700,000. How many
nobody can tell for sure. We estimate between 100,000 and 150,000,
which would indicate on relief, roughly, let us say, 850,000. One
hundred and eighty thousand more are now in receipt of pensions
under general State old-age pension laws which, all of them, are based
on need; they are situated much like the people who are on relief.
The combined total will give you the old people who have no means of
support, whose children either cannot or do not support them-a
total of approximately 1 million.

Senator HASTINGS. Do we add that 180,000 to this 850,000?
Mr. WITTE. Yes, Sir.
Senator HASTINGS. Do we understand that the best estimate of

the committee is that there are a million people over 65 years of age
that need help, and not 3,750,000?

Mr. WITTE. That is correct, Senator.
Senator HASTINGS. That is correct?
Mr. WITTE. Yes.
Senator HASTINGS. I am glad to get that information.
Mr. WITTE. Now, I want to say something about State old-age-

pension laws if you have no further questions on this matter of
dependent aged.

There are at 'this time 28 States, as well as Alaska and Hawaii,
which have State old-age pension laws, general laws, that provide
for the payment of pensions to old people who lack the means of
support. These laws vary considerably. We have in the statistical
data I have submitted, an analysis of these laws for your information.
Eight of the laws are optional. They are mostly the older laws.
They are optional in this sense, that the counties may or may not, as
they see fit, grant old-age pensions, and in all of those 28 States,
only some of the counties actually are paving old-age pensions. The
other 15 States and the 2 Territories have laws that are statewide in
their operation.

Senator GORE. Can you give the States and the age limit?
Mr. WITTE. I will give you that in a minute. Four of the laws are

not in operation at this time, and a fifth is, for all practical purposes,
not in operation. These are all laws that were enacted in 1933. In
1933 nine State legislatures adopted laws and in 1934 another one was
added to this list. The great majority of the old-age-pension laws
are of recent origin. There has been quite an increase in the number
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of pensioners, despite the financial stringency of the States and
counties. A survey made by the American Association for Social
Security, which has promoted old-age-pension legislation in this
country more than any other organization 	

Senator COSTIGAN (interpolating). Is that the organization with
which Mr. Epstein is associated?

Mr. WITTE. Yes, sir; in 1933 there were 115,000 pensioners under
the State old-age pension laws. A questionnaire which we sent out
covering October 1934, 9 months later, disclosed 180,000.

Senator GORE. How much later?
Mr. WITTE. Nine months.

`Senator GORE. Due to that tendency, do you not think that you
might reasonably assume that the States will take care of this problem
themselves?

Mr. WITTE. I think not, Senator, because the situation is that the
States, or so many of the States, and the localities are financially
unable to carry the load. While the number of pensioners has been
increasing during this period, the number of old people on relief has
grown probably even more rapidly.

Senator GORE. My point is, the Federal Government is not going
to get money except from people who live in these various States.

Mr. WITTE. That, of course, goes to the question of finances; that
is a little apart from the question I am taking up right now, if I may
be excused.

Senator GORE. I do not want to thrust that into this situation.
Mr. WITTE. In most of the State laws, the counties either have to

pay all of the expense or most of the expense. Some laws provide for
the State paying all of the expense. That is one reason, Senator,
why just leaving the situation the way it is is not likely to prove
adequate. So many of the counties are utterly unable to meet that
burden at the present time.

On this question of the age that you asked about, 14 States have
a 70-year age limit, 1 State has an age limit of 68 and the balance
65. So you have just about half of the group at 70 and half of the
group at 65.

Senator GORE. Are there any under 65?
Mr. WITTE. None under 65, except the Territory of Alaska, which

has an age limit for women of 60, and 65 for the men.
The CHAIRMAN. What is it in California?
Mr. WITTE. California, I think, has a 70-year limit-yes; it has a

70-year limit.
The CHAIRMAN. What are they paying in California?
Mr. WITTE. The maximum pension in California is $1 a day.
Senator COSTIGAN. How long a residence is required in California?
Mr. WITTE. Fifteen years.
Senator GORE. There is no way of calculating expectancies and

how long it will be if this law is passed, that the age limit will be
reduced to 60 from 65.

Mr. WITTE. That will depend on the action of the Congress, I
presume.

Senator BLACK. There is no way of figuring either, how many more
will be thrown out of employment under 65 or over 65 under the
system we have.

The CHAIRMAN. Proceed, Doctor.
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Mr. WITTE. The residence requirements-coming to that-are gen-
erally 10 or 15 years, and 15 years is more common than 10.

The CHAIRMAN. In this bill you have put it at 10 years 	
Mr. WITTE (interrupting). Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. Five, five

within the last ten before application.
The CHAIRMAN. It must be 5 years of the 10 years. It does not

sa~ ~it shall be 5 continuous years?years?
Mr. WITTE. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you not think that the bill ought to be changed

in some respects in reference to that?
Mr. WITTE. Of course, that is a matter for your decision. The

5-year residence requirement is still quite a long residence requirement.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the bill, if one has lived 5 years in a State,

of the 10 years, he could get the pension. Suppose that he had lived
there, lived 4% years in the State but moved back just before this law
went into effect, but had prior to that time lived there 5 years, he
could come under the provisions?

Mr. WITTE. Yes, sir.
Senator CAPPER. What did you say was the largest amount paid

in any State?
Mr. WITTE. The largest amount paid under any State law--I am

coming to that in a minute-the largest amount and the most usual
amount is $30 a month, or $1 a day. There are quite a few States with
lower amounts.

Senator CAPPER. That includes both the local payment and the
State?

Mr. WITTE. The total payment, Senator.
Senator CAPPER. The total payment?
Mr. WITTE. Yes. The residence requirements are 10 or 15 years,

usually. The State of Delaware has a 5-year residence requirement;
that is the lowest. In the State of Arizona, 35 years. It has ranged
from 5 to 35, with 15 the most common.

The CHAIRMAN. Have many of these States because of the depres-
sion, failed to pay these pensions?

Mr. WITTE. Yes, sir. The situation in this depression has been that
of an enormous increase in the number of aged who are dependent, who
cannot be provided for by their children because their children have
lost employment or have lost their savings. This also has been true:
There has been a great temptation for the local officials to place the
old people on relief rather than to grant them a pension, because on
relief the Federal Government has paid the larger part of the cost.
On old-age pensions the Federal Government has thus far not paid
one cent. This has meant that for every old person or old couple that
has been granted an old-age pension, the States and counties have
paid the entire expense, whereas in most parts of this country if the
couple or the old person has been put on relief, the Federal Govern-
ment has paid most of the bill. Obviously, the temptation has been
to put them on relief.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you putting into the record at this point each
State that pays a pension for old age?

Mr. WITTE. We have this in one of the tables which you have per-
mitted me to include as a supplement, this gives a detailed analysis
of all existing laws, as well as the latest information on the operation
of these laws.
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The maximum pension payable is most commonly $30 a month;
some lower. North Dakota, for instance, has a maximum yearly
pension of $150-that is the lowest. There are none higher at this
time than $30 a month.

Senator HASTINGS. A dollar a day?
Mr. WITTE. Yes. It would figure a few dollars more by the day.

I am using that as being the same as $30 per month.
Senator HASTINGS. Yes; because there are still 365 days in a year.
Mr. WITTE. Certainly.
The pensions actually granted vary with the needs of the applicant,

and any system of pensions based on need must provide for varying
pensions.

The CHAIRMAN. Do not all of these States put it upon the question
of need?

Mr. WITTE. Yes, sir; every one of them. The term "old-age pen-
sions" implies need-it implies a person who does not have the means
of support, who must be provided for in some fashion. The actual
pension will vary with the need.

Senator GORE. Do you know whether there is a tendency or not
to divest themselves of their property by such persons in order to
qualify?

Mr. WITTE. All State laws make it an offense to do that, and I
think, to date, at least, there is very little evidence that people have
done that.

Senator GORE. In the home owners loan law that was passed, it
tempted a great many to put themselves in a position so that they
could qualify as being in distress.

Senator HASTINGS. I did not get your answer to Senator Gore's
question. What is your answer? Do they require them to divest
themselves of their property?

Mr. WITTE. No. There are property qualifications in all of the
laws to start with. The property qualification usually is, not more
than $3,000 of property, but there is a provision in the law-in all
of the laws-making it an offense for old people to divest themselves
of property in order to qualify for a pension. Likewise, there are
provisions in nearly all of the laws under which the States may re-
quire assignments of property as a condition of granting a pension,
and a provision further that the pensions granted shall be a lien
against the estate. That is applied in cases where it develops upon
the death of the pensioner that he had undisclosed property. In the
case of a person not playing the game squarely or who has not played
the game squarely-if it develops that he has undisclosed property-
there is a lien for the amount of the pensions paid against the property.

An assignment of the property is required in certain instances.
An old couple may have building and loan stock, let us say, which
at this time, in many places, is not worth much, but may later have
value. They cannot live from the building and loan stock, but that
may be taken as security for the pension, so far as it is any security.

Senator GORE. There is nothing in this bill which provides that
after the death of the party if they leave an estate it can be applied
to the reimbursement of the Goverment for the pension paid.

Mr. WITTE. Yes, there is a clause in here. There is a section that
the State law must require that the amount contributed toward
the pension by the Federal Government shall be a lien against the
estate of the decedent.
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Senator GORE. I knew that was in Senator Capper's bill at the
last Congress.

Mr. WITTE. It is in this bill, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there any discrimination in the States between

the sexes?
Mr. WITTE. No, not in the law.
The CHAIRMAN. That applies both to the ladies and the gentlemen?
Mr. WITTE. Yes, sir, and I believe it has never been charged that

there is any actual discrimination.
Senator GORE. Suppose an old couple, a husband and wife, would

they both be beneficiaries?
Mr. WITTE. They could be. It is a matter of need and their other

income.
Senator HASTINGS. Before we leave that question of the assignment

of the property that they may own, do these State laws require that
they assign that property?

Mr. WITTE. That the administrator may require such assignment.
Senator HASTINGS. That contribution which the State makes is a

lien against their estate at the time of their death?
Mr. WITTE. That is substantially true of all of the laws. Without

examining that closely, I could not tell you absolutely surely if that
is the provision in all of the laws. It is in substantially all of the
laws, at least.

Senator CAPPER. Can you express an opinion as to which of these
States has passed the most workable old-age pension laws, in the
light of the experience that has been had up to this time.

Mr. WITTE. The newer laws are the more liberal laws. Generally
I would say the laws of the States of New York and Massachusetts
are the two most liberal. They are the laws under which the largest
pensions have been paid, and in which the conditions, not with ref-
erence to age, the age limits are higher, are the most liberal. With
reference to residence qualifications, Delaware has the best law, as
well as in many other respects.

Senator GORE. You say the later laws are the most liberal laws?
Mr. WITTE. Yes, sir; the later laws are the most liberal. The

older laws were optional county laws. They left it to the counties
and the State itself contributed nothing.

Senator GORE. That has been the tendency in the past, to liberalize
the laws.

Mr. WITTE. Yes, sir.
Senator GORE. Through experience?
Mr. WITTE. I presume so. The actual amounts of pension paid

vary. I want to make that clear. They will vary with the need of
the old people. An old couple that live in a rural district and own
their own home, as so many old couples do, maybe they own even
a little piece of ground, all they will need is something for their
groceries and a small allowance for clothing, but after all a much
smaller amount than for an old couple that resides in an urban
center where they have no home, where rent must be furnished for
them, and where fuel must be furnished. It always depends upon
the concrete situation. Under all laws the entire income is taken
into consideration. They may have a few dollars of income.

Senator GORE. That is under this bill?
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Mr. WITTE. This bill provides that the pension shall be an amount
which when added to the income of the pensioner shall be sufficient
to provide "a reasonable subsistence compatible with decency and
health." That is the language of the New York and the Massa-
chusetts laws, and that will vary with the circumstances.

Senator GORE. Farmers are not to be as well treated as the city
people?

Mr. WITTE. Oh, yes, they are. As a matter of fact, all statistics
indicate that there is a larger proportion of the aged in rural terri-
tory, in proportion to the population, than in urban territory.

Senator GORE. Do you mean there are more voters in the country
than in the towns?

Mr. WITTE. No; I meant the old people. There is a larger per-
centage of the old people in the rural territory, in towns and in small
villages, than in the urban centers.

Senator CONNALLY. You mean just of the ones that are in want
or of the total?

Mr. WITTE. All of them. Under either criteria.
Senator CONNALLY. They live longer in the contry?
Mr. WITTE. That is probably true. And I presume old couples

are not as much attracted by the bright lights of the cities as the other
people. They are more contented to remain in the rural areas.

Senator CONNALLY. If they have remained in the rural areas
until they are old, they have no business going to town then.

Mr. WITTE. No; they have not.
Senator HASTINGS. I understood from Senator Wagner's testimony

yesterday that under this bill it was contemplated that the Federal
Government would contribute $15 per month, and all the States that
participated in that Federal fund would also have to contribute at
least $15, but that it was left to the Administrator to say whether $15
per month for that particular State contributed by the State was
sufficient to keep that person in health and decency as required by
this statute.

Mr. WITTE. This statute requires that the State law, in order to
get credit, in order to be entitled to any Federal aid, must give the old
couple or the old person a sufficient pension which, "when joined
with the income of that person and the person's spouse," is adequate
"to provide a reasonable subsistence compatible with decency and
health." That may be $10 in certain circumstances and the total
cost may be $10, or it may be even less, because there may be other
income sufficient except for a few dollars lacking to provide for that
old couple. There is nothing in the bill that in all cases there must be
$15 contributed by the State, and it may be considerably more than
$30 total. In an urban center it is more than $30 on the average.

Senator HASTINGS. I got the distinct impression that every State
must contribute at least $15 before they can participate in this
Federal fund. You say that is not so.

Mr. WITTE. That is not true, I think. No.
Senator HASTINGS. Are you quite certain of that?
Mr. WITTE. Yes, Sir.
Senator HASTINGS. So that the administrator of this law may decide

that one State shall contribute $5. Does that mean that the Federal
Treasury will contribute only $5 or will it contribute $15?
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Mr. WITTE. The Federal Treasury contributes one-half of the
amount contributed by the State up to $15.

Senator HASTINGS. Up to $15?
Mr. WITTE. Up to $15. And, Senator, the provision is not that the

State must pay a flat $5 pension or any flat amount. This bill con-'
templates a supplement to the person's income sufficient to support
him in decency and health. That will vary with different circum-
stances.

Senator HASTINGS. You mean in the same State?
Mr. WITTE. In the same State and in the same community.
Senator HASTINGS. So that the suggestion made by Senator Gore

that you would not pay the man in the country perhaps as much as
you paid the man in the city, is really a serious question.

Mr. WITTE. That would be the case, certainly. Where you have to
provide rent, Senator, it is a different matter from than where you
have to provide no rent.

Senator HASTINGS. You mean that under this bill the Federal admin-
istrator must ascertain for himself whether or not the various amounts
paid to various people in a particular State comes within the definition
of a decent living and whatever the language is.

Mr. WITTE. Not in each case, Senator. This contemplates that
the State law must include a provision like this Federal standard.
The State of New York and the State of Massachusetts now have this
language. This is the language from the New York and Massachu-
setts laws. The State of California, my own State, Wisconsin, have
laws which say $30 a month. That sort of a law probably will not
comply with this requirement. We expect that the States that now
have definite limits will substitute a standard that is flexible-a
statute which says that the old person should receive an allowance
which with his own income and that of his spouse will be sufficient
"to provide a reasonable subsistence compatible with decency and
health". The Federal Administrator will judge, generally, whether
that is being complied with. There is no thought that they well check
every case. That sort of a machinery is not contemplated.

Senator HASTINGS. How many of these States that now provide
pensions provide for varying amounts?

Mr. WITTE. All of them.
Senator HASTINGS. All of them do?
Mr. WITTE. That is the concept of an old-age pension.
Senator HASTINGS. It is not uniform?
Mr. WITTE. No, it is not uniform.
Senator HASTINGS. And the amounts that you have mentioned

have been maximum amounts?
Mr. WITTE. That is it. I have the actual amounts here. I want

to come to that right now if I may.
Senator BYRD. Do you agree with Senator Wagner that the mini-

mum of $40 should be paid by the State and the Federal Government?
Mr. WITTE. In all cases?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Mr. WITTE. That is contrary to the general concept and what

old-age pension laws provide. Old-age pensions have been a supple-
ment to other income in an amount sufficient to support old people in
reasonable decency. That will vary with what income they them-
selves have. That will vary with the conditions under which they
live.



68 ECONOMIC SECURITY ACT

Senator BYRD. Senator Wagner stated, as I understood him yester-
day, that a minimum of $40 should be paid to each old person provided
they have no other income.

Mr. WITTE. That might be his opinion. This bill does not require
it.

Senator BYRD. I ask you whether you agree with that from your
investigation.

Mr. WITTE. That probably is a proper payment in many situations.
In the city of New York the average pension has been $40 a month or
a little better, while in New York State as a whole the average has
been $22.16, because obviously it costs a great deal more for an old
couple to live in New York City particularly if they do not own their
own home, as most people in New York City do not. The public has
to provide that if there is no other means of support.

Senator COSTIGAN. Do you regard a minimum of $40 as excessive
in any part of the United States?

Mr. WITTE. YOU mean with all other income taken into con-
sideration?

Senator COSTIGAN. Taking that as the absolute income.
Mr. WITTE. You still would decuct, Senator, I take it, the income

of the couple which they themselves might have?
Senator COSTIGAN. Certainly.
Mr. WITTE. That would still vary the pension. The pension

might be only a dollar.
Senator COSTIGAN. But do you regard a total minimum of $40 as

excessive?
Mr. WITTE. I do not think it is excessive; no.
Senator COSTIGAN. In any part of the United States?
Mr. WITTE. If you can afford it.
Senator GORE. What about $200.
(Laughter.)
Senator HASTINGS. Doctor, before you leave this	
Senator GORE (interposing). I want the gentleman's smile to go

into the record.
Senator HASTINGS. With reference to what Senator Byrd said was

Senator Wagner's statement, I would like to read this statement from
Senator Wagner's testimony and see if there is any part of it that you
disagree with. It take it that you do. I am quoting from page 13:

It is impossible to calculate the precise sums required for this task. Opinions
will vary greatly as to what constitutes fair standards of health and decency.
But if we accept $40 per month per person as an immediate minimum goal, our
3,500,000 dependent old people need assistance to the extent of $1,680,000,000
per year. And this need will mount with alarming rapidity.

I take it that in view of your testimony you do not agree with the
number because you said that the number is approximately
1,000,000 persons.

Mr. WITTE. I do not think I differ with Senator Wagner. Senator
Wagner does not say that this is to come from the public treasury.
There are approximately 3,500,000 people who, from their own means,
have not sufficient to live on, but most of them are being supported
by their children and relatives and friends. The bulk of this cost is
now being borne and will continue to be borne by the children and
relatives.
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Senator HASTINGS. So you do not think Senator Wagner intended
to imply that it was necessary to appropriate from some public funds
from the Federal and the State treasuries, $1,680,000,000 a year.

Mr. WITTE. I am very certain the Senator could not have meant
that.

Senator BYRD. Doctor, I would like to ask this question: To
what extent is the ability of the children, the sons and the daughters,
to support their families, considered when the sons and the daughters
are not under the roof of the parents?

Mr. W ITTE. If they are not under the roof of the parents, in most
States it is a requirement of the State statutes-not of the old-age
pension laws, but, I think, in all States, it is a requirement of the
general laws of the State-a provision in the poor laws-that children
must support their parents if they have the financial ability to do so.

Senator CONNALLY. Children that have been emancipated and
over 21 years of age?

Mr. WITTE. Yes; that is the general requirement. And that re-
quirement is legally enforceable in most States. It is in our State.

Senator GORE. I know an institution which I won't mention-it is
a home for the aged, which includes men and women. Some of
them, in addition to their support, get a little pension of about $10
a month. When those checks are received, their children drive in,
some of them as many as a hundred miles, to take these miserable
little checks from the withered fingers of these old octogenarians.

Senator CONNALLY. That institution is not in my State, I may say.
Mr. WITTE. The children can be legally made to support them.

The question that you raise, Senator, is what happens if there are
children, for instance in another State, who won't support their
parents, although they are able to? Obviously, the public cannot
leave these old people to starve. It has to take care of them, and
there are instances of children, unfortunately, who act as Senator
Gore described, and in that instance, I think that we will all agree
that, no matter how badly the children act, the public, if the old
people have nothing to live on, must step in. It, however, is a right
of the State to recover from the children in practically every State
of the Union, if not in all of them.

Senator BYRn. What I want to be very clear in my own mind upon is
this: If these old people applying for a pension have a son or daughter
with enough property to support them or enough income, they will
be denied a pension even though that son and daughter have left
the home and have other obligations?

Mr. WITTE. They can enforce it.
Senator BYRD. Is it proposed to do so under this legislation that

you have here?
Mr. WITTE. This legislation takes into account the actual situation

and leaves it up to the State administration to take the proper steps
to enforce the obligation of the children to support their parents. If,
in fact, there are some old people who, although their children are
able to support them, are living in dire want, I think any humane
administrator will take care of them and then try to proceed to recover
the money from the children. You would have to take care of them
first; you cannot let the old people starve.

Senator BYRD. As a matter of fact, you have dictatorial power in
this legislation over what the State is permitted to do. You can
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deny the entire payment to the State, even though this money comes
from the State originally and goes into the Federal Treasury, you can
refuse to have it go back to a State unless the State does the things
which your dictator under this bill sets up. Isn't that true?

Mr. WITTE. The pension must be an amount adequate to support
the old couple in decency and health.

Senator BYRD. The administrator in Washington is to be the sole
judge as to whether or not a State receives any of this appropriation
from the Federal Government; isn't that correct?

Mr. WITTE. I presume so. It is the same clause, the same sort of
standards you have for all kinds of aid. You have provisions, for
instance, in your highway grants of aid to the States, that the State
must comply with the prescribed standards, and as a matter of fact, I
think, no instance has yet occurred where a State has been denied its
allotments.

Senator BYRD. Yes; but I am answering the statement which you
make, in which you state that the States have a right to establish the
regulations. As a matter of fact, the Federal Government, through
the administrator, establishes them, and you are coercing the States
to do what the Federal Government desires, although the money
originally comes from the States.

Mr. WITTE. We have very few standards. I think I can elaborate
on those in a moment, when I reach those. There are relatively few
standards.

Senator COSTIGAN. The great merit of such legislation is that it
tends to bring about uniformity of standards in all the States.

Mr. WITTE. Certainly. I was at the point of the actual pensions
paid. I think that is an important point. As the Senator stated
here, these are maximum amounts. The actual pensions paid in
1933, as this survey of the American Association for Social Security
indicated, were on the average slightly more than $19 a month.
That was the actual pension paid in all pension cases in the country.
That average ranged from $24.35 in Massachusetts, $22.16 in New
York, down to $6.13 in Indiana.

The total cost at this time, based on our questionnaire-the total
cost of the pensions paid to the 180,000 pensioners on the rolls in
October 1934 was $31,000,000, in round numbers. That is the
amount that the State and local governments actually expended for
old-age pensions. The average cost in October 1934 was slightly
less than $19. It has tended to go down rather than up, with the
financial stringency of the States and counties.

That is an average. Individual cases run much higher. In New
York City the average is $40 a month, or a little more than $40. In
New York State as a whole it is $22.16, but it is nearly double that
amount in New York City where it costs more for old people to live.

Senator HASTINGS. What is the maximum in New York?
Mr. WITTE. The maximum in New York is this standard we have

in the law.
Senator HASTINGS. Without naming an amount?
Mr. WITTE. Without naming any amount. "A reasonable sub-

sistence compatible with decency and health", is the language of the
New York and Massachusetts laws, and it is the language of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. This would not take away from them the right to
pay what they are paying now, but the Federal Government could go
up and match it up to $15?
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Mr. WITTE. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. But it is possible for one getting $40 in New

York State now to get $55?
Mr. WITTE. I think there are individual cases in which they will

get as much as $60, depending entirely on their circumstances. There
are some old people that still have dependent upon them some young
people. There are grandparents that are supporting young people-
where there is a family unit in which the head of the family is a
grandfather who is supporting some grandchildren that are left by a
daughter that has died, for instance. There are circumstances in
which the total allowance to take care of that family must be con-
siderably more than $30. There are plenty of other cases where
there is some other income, and the allowance can be a small amount
to supplement such income.

Senator BYRD. do I understand, Doctor,t hat this Administrator
has supreme power to deny a sovereign State of this Union any bene-
fits of this pension system at all unless that State complies with the
regulations that he makes and he thinks are proper.

Mr. WITTE. That is putting that in little stronger terms than 1
would.

Senator BYRD. Is that not the truth under this legislation if it is
enacted as it now is?

Mr. WITTE. Perhaps, theoretically, so.
Senator BYRD. Not theoretically. You are writing a law.
Mr. WITTE. You have the same thing in other instances
Senator BYRD (interrupting): I want a simple answer to my ques-

tion, whether or not the Administrator can refuse any part of this
appropriation to a State if that State does not comply with regulations
which he desires.

Mr. WITTE. Does not comply with the regulations prescribed in
the statute; not the regulations he desires. The standards prescribed
in this law.

Senator BYRD. The statutues do not go into details as to what is a
standard of decent living. He can say what a standard of decent
living is, as to how much each pensioner should obtain if the State
does not provide that additional money, and then, as I understand
it, the entire appropriation is denied to that particular State. Is
that true?

Mr. WITTE. If a State law does not pay pensions adequate; but as I
say, it is for the provision of a reasonable subsistence compatible
with decency and health.

Senator BYRD. Who determines the standards of decency and
health?

Mr. WITTE. In the first instance, the State administration. The
general question whether a particular State meets these standards will
be decided by the Federal Government and the representative of the
Federal Government.

The CHAIRMAN. Is not the proposition that you have certain rules
and regulations laid down in the law?

Mr. WITTE. In the law itself.
The CHAIRMAN. As the State comes within the purview of the

proposition, they must present their plan to the administrator and
obtain his approval before the Federal aid goes to them, is that not
the case?

http://BYRD.do
http://BYRD.do
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Mr. WITTE. That is the case.
Senator BYRD. With all due respect to the distinguished chairman

of this committee, as I understand the bill, it gives to the Federal
administrator the right to set up certain standards of living, and if
those standards of living are not complied with, then that particular
State is denied any appropriation from this fund, and I would like to

- have the witness answer the question yes or no.
'The CHAIRMAN. What do you say to that?
Mr. WITTE. I do not know that I can answer it yes or no, but if

I answered it in those terms, I would say no, Senator. There is no
authority here to the Administrator to set up rules and regulations
saying what shall be deemed an adequate standard of health. There
is no such authority in the bill.

Senator BIRD. But there is authority for the Administrator to
deny a State an appropriation unless he thinks that what that State
is doing is what he regards as right in that respect.

Mr. WITTE. This bill, Senator, contemplates-this appropriation
will take effect July 1, 1936. Your State of Virginia passes an old-
age pension law. Let us say that the law is passed this winter. It
submits that law to the Administrator prior to July 1, 1936. He
takes a look at the law and determines whether the four standards
of the law in here are in that act, and if it complies with that act he
sets aside, he is required to, under this bill, set aside an allotment
for that State. There is a clause in here under which the Adminis-
trator may stop a payment, may stop future payments if the State
violates these standards.

Senator BYRD. In other words, the Administrator becomes the
dictator of State legislation, by your own statement.

Mr. WITTE. The law requires standards. The standards are in
the law.

Senator BYRD. A sovereign State must submit to the Federal
Administrator a copy of the legislation before it is passed to ascertain
whether or not lie approves it.

Mr. WITTE. That is the same provision you have in all other acts.
Senator HASTINGS. Let me see whether by reading this law it will

not make perfectly clear what is contemplated. It is found in section
4 of the act. It says on page 3 [reading]:

A State plan for old-age assistance, offered by the State authority for approval,
shall be approved by the Administrator only if such plan-

and the particular paragraph is paragraph E on line 18-
shall be approved by the Administrator only if such plan furnishes assistance at
least great enough to provide, when added to the income of the aged recipient, a
reasonable subsistence compatible with decency and health.

That is a part of it. And then it continues:
And whether or not it denies assistance to any aged persons, at least does not

deny assistance to any person who has resided in the State for 5 years or more
within the 10 years immediately preceding application for assistance.

And
Third: Has an income which when joined with the income of such person's

spouse, is inadequate to provide a reasonable subsistence compatible with de-
cency and health and is over 65 years of age,

et cetera.
That is the provision which Senator Byrd is talking about.
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Mr. WITTE. Yes.
Senator GORE. It seel_is to me the point in that is who is to define

and interpret the phrase "decency and health", and then who is to
decide whether the State lay is compatible with the standard so fixed.

Mr. WITTE. The State law, Senator, states, as do the Massachu-
setts and New York laws-it is obvious that the Administrator at the
outset would have to say that New York and Massachusetts and any
other State that writes that standard into its law is complying with
the law. A situation might arise where a State subsequently-it is
not likely to arise, but it might arise-in which a State despite this
law paid pensions which obviously did not comply with its own act.
The Administrator could conceivable refuse an allowance. What I
mean is this: I want to illustrate that a little. In the State of Nebras-
ka, because of the very bad conditions that have existed due to the
drought, under a new law that was enacted in 1933 pensions had been
paid of $2 a month in many of the counties. I think in a situation
like that there would be a question whether the Federal Government
should match that $2 by $1, and there might be a question whether
that was complying with the law. There is not any question that
any Administrator could not refuse a State the credit because he
thought $24 on the average was inadequate.

Senator HASTINGS. He would have to, under this law. He would
have to refuse to match it under this law.

Senator GORE. Why did you say Nebraska pays so low an amount
as $2 a month?

Mr. WITTE. It is a law that came into operation this year. It is
supported by the counties only, and many of the counties are abso-
lutely broke; Nebraska being in the condition it is in due to the
drought.

Senator GORE. Is it your contention, then, that under this law that
the National Administrator of this law ought to make those counties,
whether they can or not, provide a larger amount than $2?

Senator COSTIGAN. As a condition of advancing their proportion.
Senator GORE. You say that they cannot because they are broke.

I do not know whether that would be regarded as a good excuse or not.
Senator HASTINGS. What is your understanding under this law?

Could you say that the Federal Administrator would match it or could
match it under those circumstances?

Mr. WITTE. I would like to start with the beginning. Start off
with the very beginning of this act, July 1, 1935. If you will look
at section 6, you have there a provision that the Administrator is to
make an allotment at the beginning of the year to the State. There
has not been any administration at the beginning of the year.. The
State submits its law and this law contains this provision The
Administrator at that stage certainly cannot say, "I refuse to set
up an allotment for this State that has this provision in the law." It
could not say that the State of Virginia, for instance, having that pro-
vision, is not entitled to any allotment. The statute says that he
shall set it up. The State draws monthly on that allotment, but
there is this clause in the bill that the Administrator may withdraw-
section 7-the only clause that could come into the picture:

The Administrator may withdraw his approval of a State plan, if after his
approval thereof such plan fails to comply with the conditions specified in section
3 of this act.
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And in section 3 of this act is the provision which says that they
must provide a pension to people who are over 65 years of age and
who are not inmates of institutions. That is the only condition.

Senator HASTINGS. Decency and health is in it, isn't it?
Mr. WITTE. Yes.
Senator BYRD. In the original instance, the approval must first be

obtained from the Federal Administrator as to the details and as to
the amount of money that the State will furnish?

Mr. WITTE. No; not as to the details and the amount of money.
Matching the allotment that the Federal Government sets up is
determined by the amount that the State has appropriated. The
only question that will be before the Administrator at the beginning

•

	

is: Does the law of the State of Virginia, or any other State, comply
with the standards? Is that in the law? Is it there? He has
nothing else to judge by. The State of Virginia has a law, let us
assume, that as written, puts these standards into its law.

Senator BYRD. Let us say that Senator Wagner, who is the chief
proponent of this legislation, is correct when he says that there
should be a minimum payment from all sources of $40 a month,
which under this legislation requires $15 from the Federal Govern-
ment and $25 from the State governments. If the Administrator
agrees with Senator Wagner, is it not true then that he could deny
a State any part of this appropriation unless that State contributed
$25, or unless the total income of the old-age pension amounted to
$40?

Mr. WITTE. He certainly could not at the outset. That is very
obvious. The allotment must be set up. It will be drawn on monthly
on the basis of the actual expenditures of the State. There is a clause
that if the Administrator believes that the State is not complying
with these conditions, the payments may be stopped.

Senator BYRD. Just answer this, please. I have not had an oppor-
tunity to read the legislation carefully and you have. Is it true that
the Administrator can set up a standard of decent living if he so
disposes, at $40, or $50, or $60 a month?

Mr. WITTE. I think not. I see no authority in the bill that he
can do so.

Senator BLACK. May I ask just this one question? I am not sure
but I think we can clear this up. This bill specifically provides certain
things. I do not know what you think it does provide. You are not a
lawyer?

Mr. WITTE. No, sir.
Senator BLACK. This bill does specifically provide beyond the

shadow of a doubt that the plans can be approved if they furnish
assistance at least great enough to provide, when added to the income
of the aged recipient, a reasonable subsistence compatible with de-
cency and health, and it does undoubtedly provide that in case it fails
to meet that requirement, the Administrator can notify the State
authorities and shall notify the Secretary of the Treasury to withhold
payments to such State. Undoubtedly the law as written, whatever
may be intended, gives to the Federal Administrator the right if the
State of Virginia, as suggested by the Senator, declines to pay $40 and
if the Administrator feels or believes that anything under that amount
will not probably take care of the aged in line with his views that he
can stop paying, and the question is, is that what, is intended by the
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bill and is that what you understood? Do the committee on social
security want a law which does give that authority to the Federal
Administrator, because this one does.

Senator HASTINGS. That is Senator Wagner's interpretation of it,
too.

Senator BLACK. Oh, yes. There is no question but what this one
does.

Mr. WITTE. It is the same provision that you have in all kinds of
aid laws. As a matter of fact, you have had a wealth of experience,
and you Senators can judge much better than I whether this clause
will mean that sort of interference or not.

Senator BLACK. Do you think it should mean that? That is the
question?

Mr. WITTE. I think it should mean that if a State actually pays
$2, that the Federal Government should not attempt to match
amounts of that sort, and if it pays any reasonable amount, the
Federal Government, any Federal Administrator, I think, would not
as a matter of fact interfere with the State's judgment in the matter.

Senator BLACK. Then you do favor-because it seems to me it is
a question for the committee and the Senate to determine whether
they want that-but you do favor giving such authority to the Federal
Administrator, so that if a State fails to meet what the Federal
Administrator feels to be necessary for decent subsistence, that he
could decline to match it with Federal funds. That is the idea of
the bill? That is your idea as to what the bill should contain?

Mr. WITTE. Certainly. Just as you do with highway aid and
every other aid.

Senator BLACK. That is one of the standards that is set up, and it
is recommended that the law provides that the Federal Administrator
can determine whether or not the State is meeting that standard?
That is what it does do? I do not think there is any question about
that, just as stated by Senator Byrd.

Senator GORE. Does this mean that these broke counties in Ne-
braska, if they did not put up $25 a month, that the Federal Adminis-
trator could withhold the $15 under this?

Mr. WITTE. There is no $15 or $25 in this bill.
Senator HASTINGS. A maximum of $15.
Mr. WITTE. A maximum of $15 for the Federal Government.
The CHAIRMAN. I believe that for the record, in order to clarify

Senator Wagner's statement, I should read briefly from his testimony.
Senator HASTINGS. Senator Wagner, do I understand that if a State should

find itself in a position where it could not raise more than $15 a month which is
admitted would not apply to the requirements here	

Senator WAGNER (interrupting). That is not admitted.
Senator HASTINGS. I got the distinct impression that it took $40 a month to

make a decent living within the definition of this bill.
Senator WAGNER. I think I said to Senator Couzens that there are different

sections of the country in which the economic conditions are different, and
undoubtedly in some localities $30 would go further than $40 would in other
localities. So that I distinctly said that I think it is uniform to make a uniform
and fixed rule as to that. If my own opinion were asked and I were to say, I
would like to give $40.

Senator HASTINGS. What page is that on?
The CHAIRMAN. Page 25.
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Senator BYRD. What was the purpose in having the appointment
of the Administrator and a social board chosen solely by the Executive
without the consent and approval of the Senate?

Mr. WITTE. I do not get that, sir.
Senator BYRD. Should not the nomination to this important office

be approved?
Mr. WITTE. This does not state how the Federal Emergency Relief

Administrator shall be appointed.
Senator BYRD. You are going into a permanent proposition now

that is going to last for generations to come. It seems to me he should
be approved by the Senate just as the Cabinet officers are and the
other important officers of the Government. I would like to know
why it was done as it was.

Mr. WITTE. This is not a statute setting up the Federal Emergency
Relief Administration. Your act set it up previously, and this does
provide that in the event that the Federal Relief Administration ceases
to exist, then its functions under this bill may be transferred to some
other governmental department.

Senator BYRD. You regard this as a permanent department of the
Government for generations to come, do you not?

Mr. WITTE. Administration of the pensions is not work for one
department. This will be one function of one department, Senator.

Senator BYRD. Under what department will it function?
Mr. WITTE. As this act stands now, under the Federal Relief Ad-

ministration and its successors, whoever Congress may designate as
its successors.

Senator GORE. That would be the successor of Mr. Hopkins in
case he retired, probably.

Senator COSTIGAN. Senator Wagner said, continuing what the
chairman read a moment ago:

How else can we work it? We have to put large responsibility somewhere.
You have to trust somebody in these matters. We cannot sit here and pass
upon each individual case as legislators.

Is that your own judgment?
Mr. WITTE. Yes; somebody must judge. That does not mean

every case, but it does mean that in a situation where it is very
evident that a State is not complying with the Federal standards-
where, for instance, although it has a statute which says, "We will
pay a pension to people under 70 years of age", nobody in the State
ever receives a pension who is under 75-obviously in such a situa-
tion the administration would have a right to stop the allotments to
that State. I think it is certainly questionable whether the Congress
would want to appropriate those funds when a State, despite the
fact that its law provided that a pension shall be paid to those over
70, actually did not pay any pension to those who were under 75.

Senator COSTIGAN. It is then your judgment that the section is
desirable and of advantage to the State of Virginia rather than a
disadvantage.

Mr. WITTE. That is my thought. It will secure a degree of uni-
formity, as similar provisions in other aid laws have secured. In
actual practice I think that no Administrator will act unreasonably.
I think you have to place reliance on your public officials to act within
reason.
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Senator BYRD. You are clear in your own mind now that this act
does give the Administrator right in the first instance

Mr. WITTE (interrupting). Not the first time. The first time there
is nothing that he can do except look at the law.

Senator BYRD. He can determine whether the State legislation sets
up a decent standard of living. If it does not do that in his judgment,
then he can deny the contribution of that State. You admitted that
a little while ago in answer to a question from Senator Black, so I
hope that your mind is still clear on that.

Mr. WITTE. If the State law provides, as does the State law of
Massachusetts and of New York, the Administrator obviously would
have to approve the law.

Senator BYRD. In other words, you start off with the first proposi-
tion that the legislation passed by the States must be approved by
the Federal Administrator before that particular State can receive
any benefits from this appropriation. There is no difference between
us on that.

The CHAIRMAN. There is no doubt about that is there, Doctor
Witte?

Mr. WITTE. Obviously somebody has to determine whether these
States are

Senator BYRD (interrupting). You said a little while ago that that
was not the case and I want to be certain that you and I agree on
that, because to me that is a very important question.

Mr. WITTE. All you have to do is to write three lines in your
Virginia law to meet that. If those lines are in there, you are all
right.

Senator BLACK. That would mean if he writes the lines that you
state, if he writes these words, then they have met it in the initial
outset.

Mr. WITTE. Certainly.
Senator BLACK. If he simply puts in the law that the State shall

pay a reasonable subsistence compatible with decency and health.
That is correct as to the initial passage of the law?

Mr. WITTE. Certainly.
Senator BLACK. If after that the State of Virginia should conclude

to pay only $10 a month and the Federal Administrator concluded
that that was not sufficient to give reasonable subsistence compatible
with decency and health, then the Federal Administrator could in
his discretion cut off the payments from the Federal Government to
the State of Virginia.

Mr. WITTE. Yes, Sir.
Senator BLACK. That is correct?
Mr. WITTE. Yes, Sir.
Senator BYRD. That is not what I understand. He will be forced

to do that because the State has to contribute $15.
Mr. WITTE. No; that is a mistake. That is not in the law.
Senator HASTINGS. Doctor, I would like to ask you this ques-

tion
Senator BYRD (interrupting). Excuse me, Senator. Can I get this

clear? Do I understand then that the Federal Government would
contribute more than the State would contribute?

Mr. WITTE. No.
Senator BYRD. In other words, could the State contribute $10?
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Mr. WITTE. The State might contribute $5 and the Federal Govern-
ment might contribute $5, and that might be adequate. It will, in
many cases.

Senator BYRD. That is true, but it goes back to the other proposi-
tion that you could set the standard of living at $40 or $50 in the
judgment and discretion of the Administrator. I am speaking as a
matter of law and not what the Administrator will do. I am assuming
that he is in sympathy with Senator Wagner who is the chief exponent
and perhaps the greatest student of this legislation. But if the State
administrator should fix it at $40 he could deny Virginia a part of this
under those conditions; is that true?

Mr. WITTE. It might be. But I say there is no authority in the
Administrator to say that $40 is the minimum. That is not it. He
has to make a finding; he will have to determine that Virginia is not
providing "a reasonable subsistence compatible with decency and
health. " That means a varying amount under varying conditions.

Senator BYRD. Still it gets down to the dollars and cents of what
you regard as a standard of living and what creates that standard of
living, and that is money; therefore you have to get down to the
amount of money which is contributed by the State, which is a definite
amount.

Senator HASTINGS. I would like to inquire, from the committee's
point of view, what is the objection in the illustration that you have
given where, because of the serious conditions Nebraska found itself
able only to pay $2 a month. What is the objection to the Federal
Government contributing a like amount of $2 a month when it is
shown conclusively that that is all that the State could afford to pay?
Is that not all the more reason why the Federal Government should
contribute when the State has gotten to a position where it cannot
pay more than a small sum like that?

Mr. WITTE. If you state it like that, that would be correct, if
actually that was all that they could pay. We now know through
experience with emergency relief-we have had the same situation
with reference to emergency relief, the Administrator has discretion
to require-in fact he has much wider discretion than he has under
this bill-and under that bill we know that some communities have
not done their fair share. If this is all they can actually do, that is
one thing.

Senator HASTINGS. This law does not permit the Administrator,
though, to contribute under circumstances like that.

Mr. WITTE. Yes, it does.
Senator HASTINGS. Well, no; it does not.
Mr. WITTE. He has to stop, you mean?
Senator HASTINGS. He has to stop.
Mr. WITTE. It is in his discretion.
Senator HASTINGS. Oh, no, not at all.
Mr. WITTE. Section 7, Senator.
Senator HASTINGS. Oh, yes. You mean it is in his discretion?
Mr. WITTE. The only case, as this discussion has brought out, is

that after an allotment has been made, the Administrator may stop
the allotment. The Administrator may withdraw his approval of
the State plan if after his approval thereof such plan fails to comply
with the conditions specified in section 3 of this act. In cases of such
withdrawal, lie shall notify the local authorities.
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Senator HASTINGS. That is an additional power given him.
Mr. WITTE. That is the only power that he has to stop this allot-

ment.
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Witte, the committee will appreciate it if you

can return in the morning. Miss Perkins has been before the House
Ways and Means Committee, and it is rather late now, and we will
hear Miss Perkins Friday morning. That will be more convenient to
her, and Mr. Green, of the American Federation of Labor, will be
here in the morning also.

I would like for the committee to go into executive session for a
few minutes. There is a matter of some importance which I want to
take up with them. We will adjourn now until tomorrow morning at
10 o'clock.

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m., an adjournment was taken until
10 a. m. of the following day, Thursday, Jan. 24, 1935.)
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